The term dialect refers to a variation of a language that is peculiar to a specific place, city or region, and therefore, can be regarded as the richness of that language. This study aimed to investigate preservice teachers' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects. A screening model was used. Study sample consisted of 143 first-, second-, third and fourth-grade students of the Department of Turkish Language Teaching of the Faculty of Education of Muş Alparslan University in the fall semester of 2018-2019 academic year. Data were collected using the "Attitude Scale towards Anatolian Dialects" (ASTAD) developed by Pehlivan (2012) . It is a Likert-type scale consisting of 22 items and 4 subscales. Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows 22.0 at a significance level of 0.05. Results showed that participants had a moderate level of attitude towards Anatolian dialects. Participants' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects significantly differed by bilingualism and grade while gender, mother's and fathers' educational levels, and socioeconomic status had no significant effect. Based on the results, it is recommended that activities, seminars and conferences be held to inform teachers and preservice teachers about what to do when they encounter students speaking local dialects. Parents and students should also be taught that local dialects are the richness of languages but that they should not use them in school environment.
INTRODUCTION
Cultural and social changes have a direct effect on language. An ever-changing society needs a common standardized language, which is not much affected by everyday changes, to be able to have a written communication. The grammar and lexicon of a written language ensure the standard in question and maintains communication (Akar, 2009) . Communities face socio-cultural differences and structural changes as they multiply, develop, divide or migrate. These structural changes lead to transformations, first, in those communities' worldviews and then in their languages, resulting in linguistic variations (Buran, 2002) . One of those variations is dialects.
The concept of dialect is defined in various ways in the literature. Korkmaz (2010) defines it as modal, verbal, vocal and semantic changes in the vernacular of a language. Ergin (1998) defines it as the difference in the lexical stress pattern in a given language spoken in a certain geographic area. According to Göztaş (2017) , dialect is used by people who share a common territory, facilitates communication and strengthens the sense of belonging.
Approaching from a different perspective, Demir (2002) defines the concept of dialect as a local form of a main language. However, to him, a dialect adheres to the main standard language from which it originates. A new dialect guage (Akar, 2009) . The uniformity of a written language is rather related to standard writing. Written languages are used in various areas. While dialects are completely excluded from some of those areas such as textbooks and official documents (Demir, 2013) , they are allowed in others such as the written forms of oral literature products (tales, legends, proverbs, idioms, riddles, jokes and folk stories, poems and songs), comics, plays, dialogues of stories and novels, and local press (Demir, 2009) .
Spoken languages are natural, sincere and organic languages used in daily life. They are phraseological and vary according to the geographical location in which they are used. They differ by the way words are pronounced. These are dialectical differences that are observed in different regions but are not used in written languages (Oğuzkan, 2001) .
There are two types of spoken language: standard spoken language and dialectical spoken language. Based on dialects, standard spoken languages are closer to written languages and used in social life and educational institutions just like written languages. Educational institutions are also responsible for maintaining and improving standard spoken languages by encouraging learners to use them rather than local dialects (Uşaklı, 2005) .
Used by all segments of society, standard languages have an area of influence transcending regions. They also have superior functionality to dialects, rules established by official institutions and certain systems (Yıkmış, 2015) . Demir (2002) states that the concept of standard language should first be clearly defined in order to define that of dialect. A dialect becomes a standard language when it is widely used in official and educational institutions across the country. Turkish spoken in Turkey, also referred to as Istanbul Turkish, became official in the twentieth century.
There are certain criteria for a dialect to be a standard language and these criteria distinguish that dialect from others and reveals its peculiar characteristics. The criteria are as follows (Demir, 2002) :
Selection: The selection of a dialect as a standard language depends not on dialectal variation but on the economic, cultural and political power of the people who speak that dialect.
Coding: Official institutions such as the Language Association or the Ministry of National Education systematize, i.e., legalize, the characteristics of the standard language. Dictionaries and spelling books are prepared to ensure maximum mutual intelligibility between people who are to speak that language.
Development of Functions: It is ensured that the standard language can meet the needs in all cases that require writing whether in official institutions or in daily life.
Adoption: The last and most important condition is that the standard language must be adopted by a segment of society. Table 1 compares the properties of standard language and dialect, and sets out the features that should be present in the latter (Table 1) .
Dialects of Turkish were classified in different ways by different researchers at different times. The work titled "St. Petersburg" by Maksimov is the first scientific research on dialects of Turkish spoken in Turkey. Ignácz Kúnos classified the dialects of Turkish in 1896. Anatolian dialects were classified into 9, 14 and 6 groups by Ahmet Caferoğlu in 1946, by Piet Kral and Tahsin Banguoğlu, and by A. Grunina in 1998, respectively (Tekin, 2017) . There is also some other research on Anatolian dialects. For example, Karahan (2014) classified the Anatolian dialects in three main groups based on phonetic, modality and syntax, while Ergin (1998) 
METHOD
This section addresses the research design, study population and sample, data collection, measurement reliability, and data analysis. 
Research Design
A screening model was used to determine preservice Turkish teachers' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) , screening models are used on large samples to determine their opinions, interests, skills, abilities or attitudes concerning a subject or event. Karasar (2003) defines screening models as research models used to describe a past or present phenomenon as it was or is. In this study, a screening model was the method of choice because preservice Turkish teachers' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects were measured using a Likert-type scale.
Population and Sample
The study population and sample consisted of 143 first-, second-, third and fourth-grade students of the Department of Turkish Language Teaching of the Faculty of Education of Muş Alparslan University in the fall semester of 2018-2019 academic year.
Data Collection
Data were collected from 143 first-, second-, third and fourth-grade students of the Department of Turkish Language Teaching of the Faculty of Education of Muş Alparslan University in the fall semester of 2018-2019 academic year. The data collection tool was distributed to participants by the researcher. Participants were informed about the purpose and procedure of the study prior to participation.
Data Collection Tool and Measurement Reliability
Data were collected using the Attitude Scale Towards Anatolian Dialects (ASTAD) developed by Pehlivan (2012) . It is a Likert-type scale consisting of 22-items and 4 subscales: Significance and Function of Dialects in Education (SFDE; 8 items), Attitudes Towards Dialect Speakers (ATDS; 5 items), Emotional Value Towards Dialect Use (EVDU; 6 items) and Status of Dialects (SoD; 3 items). Positive items were scored from 5 to 1 while negative items were reverse-scored (from 1 to 5) ( Table 2) .
The scale has 11 positive and 11 negative items. the lowest score being 22 and the highest score being 110. The higher the score, the more positive attitude towards dialects.
The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the scale was found to be 0.880 (Pehlivan, 2012) while it was 0.864 in this study. The reliability of the subscales were as follows: α=0.863 for SFDE, α=0.845 for ATDS, α=0.806 for EVDU and α=0.833 for SoD.
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows 22.0 at a significance level of 0.05. Numbers, percentages, mean and standard deviation were used as descriptive statistical methods. The t-test was used for analysis of quantitative continuous data in two independent groups while one-way analysis of variance (ANO-VA) was used for analysis of quantitative continuous data in more than two independent groups. A Scheffe's Test was used to make posthoc comparisons between the groups to determine significant differences.
FINDINGS AND COMMENTS
This section addresses the findings of data analysis and includes explanations and comments based on the findings (Table 3) (Table 5 ).
The One-way Anova test results showed that participants' ASTAD total scores significantly differed by grade (F=5.219; p=0.002<0.05). Scheffé tests were used to determine which groups differed significantly from one another. First graders had significantly higher ASTAD total scores than third and fourth graders (p<0.05).
Participants' SFDE subscale mean scores significantly differed by grade (F=3.674; p=0.014<0.05). Scheffé tests were used to determine which groups differed significantly from one another. First graders had significantly higher SFDE subscale mean scores than third and fourth graders (p<0.05).
Participants' EVDU subscale mean scores significantly differed by grade (F=3.770; p=0.012<0.05). Scheffé tests were used to determine which groups differed significantly from one another. First graders had significantly higher EVDU subscale mean scores than third and fourth graders (p<0.05). Second graders had significantly higher EVDU subscale mean scores than fourth graders (p<0.05).
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Participants' SoD subscale mean scores significantly differed by grade (F=3.567; p=0.016<0.05). Scheffé tests were used to determine which groups differed significantly from one another. First and second graders had significantly higher SoD subscale mean scores than fourth graders (p<0.05) ( Table 6 ).
The t test results showed no significant difference (t=-1509; p=0.161>0.05) in TAAD scores between male (M=75.463) and female participants (M= 71.843). However, male participants had higher scores than female participants.
Participants' SFDE subscale mean scores significantly differed by gender (t=-2.060; p=0.041<0.05), indicating that female participants had lower SFDE subscale mean scores (M=24.506) than male participants (M=26.667). However, Participants' ATDS, EVDU and SoD subscale mean scores did not significantly differ by gender (p>0.05) ( Table 7) .
The One-way Anova test results showed that participants' TAAD scores did not significantly differ by fathers' educa- tional levels (F=0.204; p=0.936>0.05). Participants whose fathers had a high school or bachelor's degree had the highest TAAD scores. Participants' SFDE, ATDS, EVDU and SoD subscale scores did not significantly differ by fathers' educational levels (p>0.05) ( Table 8 ).
The One-way Anova test results showed that participants' TAAD scores did not significantly differ by mothers' educational levels (F=0.173; p=0.842>0.05). Participants whose mothers are Illiterate had the highest TAAD scores. Participants' SFDE, ATDS, EVDU and SoD subscale scores did not significantly differ by mothers' educational levels (p>0.05) ( Table 9 ).
The One-way Anova test results showed that participants' TAAD scores did not significantly differ by socioeconomic status (F=0.442; p=0.659>0.05). Participants had similar TAAD scores regardless of socioeconomic status. Participants' SFDE, ATDS, EVDU and SoD subscale scores did not significantly differ by socioeconomic status (p>0.05) ( Table 10) .
The t test results showed that participants' TAAD scores significantly differed by bilingualism (t=2.459; p=0.015<0.05), indicating that bilingual participants (M=75.541) had significantly higher TAAD scores than monolingual participants (M=69.793).
Bilingual participants (M=26.165) had significantly (t=2.005; p=0.047<0.05) higher SFDE scores than monolingual participants (M=24.086).
Bilingual participants (M=24.318) had significantly (t=2.295; p=0.023<0.05) higher EVDU scores than monolingual participants (M=22.552).
There was, however, no statistically significant difference in ATDS and SoD scores between bilingual and monolingual participants (p>0.05).
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
This study investigated preservice Turkish teachers' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects. The variables analyzed were grade, gender, father's and mothers' educational levels, socioeconomic status and bilingualism. We can argue that all these variables affect preservice Turkish teachers' use of dialects. There has been very little discussion of preservice Turkish teachers' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects due to the limited number of studies on this topic.
Almost all languages have dialects. Turkish teachers and preservice Turkish teachers are responsible for teaching and speaking Istanbul Turkish. Eryılmaz supports this view in his master's thesis (2015) as well. He states that teachers should learn or familiarize themselves with the characteristics of dialects spoken in regions where they work and discourage students from speaking them in school (151-152). According to Eryılmaz (2015) , teachers are responsible for detecting students speaking dialects, teaching them to what local terms that they use correspond in written language, correcting their mistakes in writing or speaking and checking whether they still continue to speak dialects. Solmaz (1997) also states that dialectical differences should be discouraged especially by schools to ensure unity in language objectives. Muharrem Ergin (1998) argues that teachers should pay utmost attention to the way students speak especially in Turkish lessons. In his master's thesis, Şimşek (2004) states that teachers are role models for students, and therefore, avoid using local dialects in school environment. Sargın (2006) argues that people should avoid using dialects as it might cause them to have difficulty communicating with others. According to Yaylağan (2010) , teachers should be well aware of the fact that students from different sociocultural backgrounds are likely to speak dialects and use local terms. When they have such students in class, they should teach them the equivalent of those terms in the standard Turkish. However, Davies (2000) conducted a study in Germany and reported that some teachers with insufficient training do not know how to meet the needs of students who speak dialects.
This study analyzed preservice Turkish teachers' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects based on six variables, one of which was grade. Participants' ASTAD total scores significantly differed by grade (F=5.219; p=0.002<0.05). The total ASTAD scores of first-, second-, third-and fourth graders were M= 82.364, M= 75.222, M=72.242 and M= 69.541 , respectively, indicating that the higher the grade, the lower participants' attitudes towards Anatolian dialects. First-graders are freshmen and it is therefore not surprising that they had the highest scores as it might be due to increased education or Turkish education. Şimşek (2016) conducted a study on elementary school students (Grades 6, 7 and 8) and reported that six-graders spoke dialects the most while eight-graders spoke the least, indicating that the higher the grade, the less use of dialects. This result is similar to that reported by Şimşek (2016) .
Although there was no significant difference in TAAD scores between male and female participants, the former had higher (M=75.463) scores than the latter (M= 71.843), suggesting that the former had more positive attitudes towards Anatolian dialects than the latter. This result is similar to that of Şimşek (2016) , who found that female students spoke dialects less frequently and used fewer local terms than male students. Yılmaz (2009) also reported that female students used less dialect in writing than male students.
Although we assumed that the higher the father's education, the more negative the participant's attitudes towards dialects, the results did not support this assumption. The results did not reveal any significant effect of mothers' educational levels on participants' TAAD scores either. However, the general pattern was that the higher the mother's education, the lower the participant's score, that is, the more negative the participant's attitudes towards dialects. The difference between the effect of fathers' and mothers' education on participants' attitudes towards dialects might be due to the fact that mothers spend more time in family and school settings than fathers. Kırmızı (2000) conducted a study on Turkish language teachers and reported that participants' parents tend to speak dialects and that this has a negative effect on the way they speak and write in standard Turkish. Arhan (2007) conducted a study on 244 Turkish teachers working in the central districts of Ankara. In his study, participants reported that students often spoke dialects during Turkish lessons and that it was mainly due to the use of dialects by their parents. These findings suggest that parents should be advised against speaking dialects and to warn their children if they speak them.
The results showed no significant effect of socioeconomic status on participants' attitudes towards dialects (F=0.442; p=0.659>0.05). Participants with a moderate socioeconomic status had a mean score of M=73.482 while those with a high socioeconomic status had a mean score of M=72.226, suggesting that the higher the socioeconomic status, the more negative the participants' attitudes towards dialects. Uşaklı (2005) analyzed teachers' views of Turkish-related problems experienced by primary school second-grade students of families who migrated to Izmir. He reported that students of low socioeconomic status have greater difficulty learning Turkish than those of high socioeconomic status due to the fact that children of immigrant families speak dialects rather than standard Turkish. The effect of socioeconomic status on students' academic achievement and dialect use has also been reported by different studies (Şimşek, 2000; Alkan, 2007; Yılmaz, 2009) . Demircan (1990) defines the concept of bilingualism as the ability of an individual to use a second language to some extent other than his/her native language. According to Lewandowski (1984 , As cited in Oruç, 2016 , bilingualism refers to the ability of mastering two languages at high levels of proficiency, and speaking and understanding both. Kielhöfer and Jonekeit (1998) state that when a bilingual individual switches from one language to another, he/she should know the characteristics of the switched language completely. This study also investigated the effect of bilingualism on participants' attitudes towards dialects. Participants were informed about the concept of bilingualism prior to participation. The results showed that bilingual participants had significantly higher TAAD scores (M=75.541) than monolingual participants (M=69.793), suggesting that the former had more positive attitudes towards dialects than the latter.
The following suggestions can be made based on the results of the study:
• Given the fact that local dialects are widely used in Turkey, activities, seminars and conferences should be held to inform teachers and preservice teachers about what to do when they encounter students speaking local dialects.
• Awareness should be raised among parents and students of the fact that local dialects are the richness of languages but that they should not be used in school environment.
• Teachers should always keep in mind that they are role models for students, and therefore not speak local dialects.
• Further research should be conducted on the effects of dialects on students' basic language skills such as reading, speaking and writing.
